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ABSTRACT

BONSALL, P.W., A. SPENCER and W.S. TANG (1980) The establishment
of employer based car sharing schemes in West Yorkshire. Leeds:
Univ. Leeds, Inst. Transp. Stud.,. W.P. 131

This paper describes the initial findings of an SSRC sponsored
project to establish and monitor organised car sharing schemes in West
Yorkshire. It follows from an earlier project Ffunded by the TRRL,
which aimed to predict the likely ocutcome of such schemes using
micro-simulation methods. The removal of most of the legal obstacles
to car sharing in November 1978 made it possible to establish and
monitor the effectiveness of actual schemes and to check upon the
validity of the earlier models.

With the help of West Yorkshire County Council, three major
employers were approached and agreed to co-operate. Following initial
surveys aimed at describing existing commuting patterns, all employees

“were circulated with application forms affording them the opportunity
to give lifts .to, receive-lifts from, or to pool cars with fellow—
commuters. Compatible applicants were matched by manual means and
informed of prospective partners. At all three sites, discounts on
automotive products were offered as an inducement to carsharers and at

one, free reserved car parking spaces were also made available.

Applications to join +the schemes were received from less than 7%
of the workforces and less than 2% of the workforces actually became
carsharers as a result of the schene.

About two thirds of the arrangements involved simple 1ift giving,
with the same person driving at. all times and receiving payments from
passengers to cover costs. The remainder were carpools in which people
took turns to drive. There appears to be evidence that this form of
arrangement is adopted primarily to release the car for use at home
rather than to save costs.

The net effect of the schemes is an insignificant (<0.5%) reduction
in work journey car mileage and a somewhat larger, though still marginal
abstraction of public transport patronage.

These findings broadly correspond to those of the earlier
microgimulation models. Though detailed deviations occur, the
experiments bear out the model's. predictions that the effects of this
type of carsharing scheme sre likely to be extremely modest and the
community benefits are unlikely to justify the costs of administration
unless the impacts can be magnified or loecalised.

The experience gained in running these experiments may prove useful
to others contemplating the establishment of schemes elsewhere.
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1. INTRODUCTION

1.1 BRackground _

Car sharing and car pooling attracted considerable interest among
transport planners following the 1973 oil ecrisis. The interest was based
on a belief that car sharing could make a significant contribution ‘
towards energy savings and towards reductions in congestion, pollution
and parking requirements. Inberest was particularly marked in the USA
and it is that country which led the way with attitudinal investigations,
market research®and finally with the implementation of car sharing

schemes.l’z'

"British work in this field was hampered by the fact that prior to
the 1978 Transport Act, car sharing with payment and,technically,
“ecarpooling, were illegal and were not covered by most private motor
insurance policies. A certain amount of work, however, was carried out
in order to discover the.amount of car shafing already in existence3

and to estimate the potential for inereasing this.

Work was done at Leeds, under contract to TRRL, using sophisticated
microsimulation m.odels5 to predict the performance of organised car
sharing schemes in various locations. This work suggeéted that the
impacts of organisea schemes were likely to be glight and -that the most
significant impact would be an abstrasction of passengers from public
: transport.6 It was realised that these findings might prove
controversial, and so It was decided to test the model predictions by
establishing and monitoring some experimental schemes as soon as it was

legally possible so to do.-

This venture was actively supported by West Yorkshire County _
Couneil, whose transportation study (WYTCONSULT) had recommended that
some trial schemes be established.T The County Council helped select

- possible sites and provided manpower for the 'before' surveys.

1.2 ZEHExperimental design: general principles

Given that the intention was to test the feasibility and impact of
organised car sharing and not to implement policy, it was determined
that any schemes set up should be preceded by a "hefore’ survey to
ascertain current work trave} patterns and, once established, should be

adequately monitored.
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In order to maximise the value of the experiments, it was determined
that, between them, they should cover a variety of locations and use a
variety of administrative procedures. The first three experiments were
all employer-based {two residence-based experiments are to follow) but
were selected to represent different site and employee characteristies.
There were also differences in the menner in whiech invitatilons to
employees to participate were distributed and reburned, and in the

incentives which were offered.

2. CONDUCT OF THE FEXPERIMENTS

2.1 The. choice of gites
In April 1978, the County Council provided a list of 33

possible sites: all of them firms or offices with 100 or more employees,
7 which appeared to have parking problems and which had appeared favourable
to the possible establishment of a car—sharing scheme. A document was
~ sent to each of the 33, outlining the potential benefits of car—sharing -
to-employer, staff and community and, at the same time, making it plain
that some administrative effort would inevitably be required om the part
of the fifm; this effort, howevér, would be kept to a minimum as they
would hot be involved in the actual operation of the scheme. The sudcess
of car—-sharing schemes in the USA was pointed out, along with the kudos
which might be expected to accrue to pioneer participating organisations

were such success to be repeated in this_counmry.

Subsequent negotiations bétween June and August 1978 led to three
locations being chosen: Leeds City Cduﬁcil's elty centre offices; an
engineering firm near the centre of Wakefield, and the British Library
(Lending Division) on the Thorpe Arch Trading Estaté near Wetherby. An
- earlier attempt to establish a multi-employer scheme on the Thorpe Arch
Trading Estate had been abandoned in view of a lack of interest among
employers - and the administrative problems of abttempting to cofordinate

such & schenme.

2.2 'The 'before' survey

The seme questionnaire was used for the before survey interviews at
all three locations. It covered mode of travel, Journey length and

duretion, mobility, work hours and household characteristics of each
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interviewee. A copy of the form used by the interviewers is inecluded
as Appendix. A. Respondents were asked whether their household would be
prepared to complete diaries recording all their travel, and these were
subsequently posted to their home addresses around December and early.
January 1978-1979. The questionnaires and diaries together provided
valuable data on travel behaviour, both for work and for non-work

. journeys, prior to the introduction of organised car—sharing.

The interviews were carried out by West Yorkshire County Council's
survey staff. Interviews at Wakefield were carried out in the week
beginning 6th N3Vemher 1978, those at the British Library in the week
beginning 11th December and those at Leeds in the fortnight beginning
-29th November. In carrying out these interviews, the ilnterviewers were
instructed to make no mention of the pfoposed car sharing schemes -
this was done to reduce response bias. The response rates at the three
sites varied. The Wekefield firm was conducting in-house interviews of
all its staff and permitted us to carry out our own interview
immediately after; but for this, the 70% response would have been
‘lower than it was. The rate for the British Library was 60% and for
LCC, 50%; the differences here reflect the different facilities made

available to the survey team.

The total number of households returning diaries was 530 (73 from
Wakefield, 123 from the British Library and 334 from Leeds City
Council). The low response rates mean that, notwithstanding the
instructions to our interviewers, the possibility of bias among the

responses cannot be ruled out.

2.3 Bite characteristics

There now follows a description of each of the experimental sites.
. These descriptions are based on information obtained by site inspection,
management interview. and, in particular, from the results of the before

survey as recorded in table ‘1.

The engineering firm in Wakefield employes around 550 manual and 3LO

office workers; around 90% of the workforce are male. Flexitime has
been in operation for the office staff since 1977; about 100 employees

work shifts. Bus services to the plant are adequate but access by car
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Table 1. CHARACTERISTICS OF THE TARGET POPULATIONS*

15.20

Characteristics W'field | BLL Lecds®*
Number of employees eligible for our scheme 850 T50 2350
Number responding to the before survey 526 - L6 1062
Sex: % male 91.67 | 43.L6 | 59.77
Occupational status: '

% manual/shop floor workers 72.62 | 18.39 0.60

% technical /elerical workers 24,08 | 61.10 { T77.80

% professional /menagerial workers 3.30 | 20.51 | 21.80
Age: _

% under 30 years old {or 'young') 29.65 | 55.06 | 41.Lk

% 30 to 50 years old (or 'medium') 46.32 | 35.86 | 47.96

% over 50 years old (or 'old') - 2h.03 9.07 | 10.60
‘Mode use_ {morning trips):

% solo car drivers 35.45 | 19.16 | 24.90

% accompanied car drivers (i.e. drivers

with passengers and share driving) 13.68 | 23.58 [ 15.90

% car passengers 13.29 | 37.68 | 18.ko

% public transport users 17.15 | 14.95 | 38.60
Car availability:

% with no car available in household 3h.20 | 2h.20 | 19.20

% with 1 ear available in household 55.10 | 18.50 | 63.10

% with 2 or more cars available in household 10.60 | 27.30 | 17.70
Telephone availsbility: % with household phone 60.89 | 75.00 | 84.33
Driving licence: % with a car driving licence- T4.70 | 82.90 | 87.10
Household size:

% from l-person household b7 9.11L 8.45

% from 2—-person household 32.88 | 38.77 | 36.18

% from 3-person household 26.46 | 23.09 | 21.08

% from L+—person household 36.19 | 29.02 | 34,28
Requirement of car at work: % T.51 3.59 | 35.0L
Mean trip length (km) 6.64 10.88

¥ N.B. The statisties in this table actuaily refer to the people who
regponded to our before survey and as such may represent a biased

sample of our target population.

#¥%* N.B. The Leeds figures relate only to that subset of the council

staff at whom we wished to aim our scheme.
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is hampered by congestion. There are four car parks available giving
350 spaces, while another 100 cars park on surrounding streets,

exacerbating congestion further.

The survey showed that employees live, on average, 63 km from the
workplace. Around half of them travel to work by car but sharing is
not Widespread; the proportion travelling alone by car — 353%  is
greater than at the other two locations. In contrast, this firm also.
shows the highest proportion of employees with no car — 34% and the
proportion who possess a driving licence — 75% is also the lowest. 177
of the workforce commute by bus. Thé age distribution of the employees
shows a greater proportion of over 50s than at the other two locations
and the proportion under 30 is correspondingly less. There is also a

tendenéy towards larger households.

The Lending Division of the British Library employes around 750 staff,

mogtly clerical, professional and managerial. Access to the trading
estate in whieh it stands is poor, in view of the 'green field® site .
with no large town nearby and the limited nature of the bus service.
(The National Bus Company had earlier introduced an improved service

for a three month trial period, but it had failed to attract sufficient
patronage and was withdrawn). Transport problems had been one of the
reasons. for the introduction of flexitime in 1978. Organised car
sharing already existed among Library staff in the form of an information
system provided by the Welfare Department for the benefit of new members
of staff. This system however, was very low-key and we foﬁnd that many
employees were unaware of its existence. The Library's car park has

ample. capacity.

‘The survey showed that the average Jjourney length for employees was
15 km, greater than at the other two locations. The proportion driving’
to work is, however, less than at Wakefield, though there is a greater
tendency to carry passengers. 233% of commuters do so and a further 38%
travel :as passengers. Only 15% use public transport. 24% of the
workforce have no car but 83% do have a driving licence. Much of the
vorkforce is young, with.55% under 30 and a greater prpportion coming

from small households than at the other loeatlons.
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Leeds City Council (L.C.C.) stands out very sharply from the other two

locations in two respects: size of workforce and site characteristics.
Of a total workforce of over 5,000, around 2,350 work in central Leeds
in five separate office premises. It waswith these 2,350 that the
car—-sharing experiment was concerned, and to whom the following

descriptions apply.

Leeds is well served by public transport and the City Council have
car parking spaces in the central area, plus metered spaces and a
multi-storey car park for public use in fﬁe vieinity. The average trip
length for emplgyees is 11 km. The modal split of the Leeds workers is
guite different from the other sites; 39% travel by public transport,
25%:drive alone and a further 16% bring passengers. Car ownership
however, is higher than at. the other locations; only 19% have no car
and 87% possess a driving licence. Leeds resembles the British Library
in having a relatively young non-manual workforce (41% are aged under 30
and less than 1% are manual) coming from small  households. A further
notable feature at Leeds is the relatively high propbrtion (35%) of

employees who said they needed thelr car at work.

2.4 The car—-sharing schemes: publicity. incentives and application forms

2.4.1 It was decided to adopt a distinetive 'house style! fof the
publicity. A logo depicting a well—-filled car and the legend 'ITS
YORKSHARE' in red, formed a letterhead on forms and circulars, while
the same motif was incorporafed into posters and car window stickers
(see Appendix B)}. The posters were distributed to the British Lending
Library and Wakefield a week béfore, and to LCC concurrently with the

application forms.

2.4k.2 Arrangements were made, at no cost to the project, with two
motor accessories suppliers to provide discount cards for car sharers.

In addition, it was asgreed with Leeds City Council that a 2h-space
section of & new car park close to their offices in central Leeds would
be placed at the project's disposal, in order that reserved parking
space could be offered for cars involved in LCC car sharing arrangements.
It is important to note that the provision of these special incentives

was aimed at testing the effectiveness of incentives which could
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reasonably be expected to be included ‘in non-experimental car sharing
schemes. It was not intended to devise complex or costly incentives

unlikely.to be practical propositions elsewhere.

2.4.,3 The application forms weré very similar at all three sites
(except, of course, in respect of the fact that they mentioned dnlj

those special incentives which were applicable to the site in guestion).
The forms used in the Leeds scheme are included as Appendix C. Note that
potential applicants were asked to indicate whether they were interested
in entering into a ear sharing arrangement, either by giving lifts, receiving
1lifts or by pooding®. Applicants were also asked to indicate the times
at which they wished to arrive at and leave work, with 'earliest' and
'latest! times in each case. Two other questions related to car -sharing
arrangements asked whether 6r not the applicant was a smoker and whether
or not he or she wished to travel with smckers. Apart from eliciting
contact addresses, the form had only one further question - this asked
for the applicant's present mode of travel to work and was required only
for the monitoring programme. The questions fitted easily onto the
reverse side of an A4 sheet, the front of which gave details of the
scheme, including a description of the savings and gains in convenience

which participants might expect to realise and the inducements available.

A gecond sheet gave an explanation of the position as regards motor
insurance and also included two voluntary questions relating to the
monitoring arrangements, via the first question existing car sharers could
register their arrangements in order to gualify for the specisl incentives
available. The second question invited respondents to put themselves
forward for a detailed interview — the reward for which was the chance
of winning a prize draw (funds for which were providedrhy the Public
Relations Department of Shell (UK) Ltd). Tt is not thought that the
existence of these voluntary questions will have affected the response to

the application form itself.

2.4, 4 Although the YORKSHARE application form was more or less standard
for the three employers, the means of presenting it to the employees
varied. In each case, the aim was to reach every employee. At Wakefield
the forms were handed out unaddressed on 1lth January with employees’
wage packets. At the British Library, the application forms, again
unaddressed, were passed on to section heads who distributed the

[ U — e e T T L T T T T L I R I

¥ This latter term has throughout been used in a more restricted sense
than has been general in the USA and refers to an arrangement where
a group of drivers take it in turn to give lifts.
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forms in mid-Jamuary 1979. In both cases, applicants were asked to
return their completed forms to the respecﬁive Personnel Departments.

In the Leeds City Counecil scheme, which was delayed for various reasons
until 13th November 1979, a more highly organised distribution and
collection system was experimented With._ The forms themselves were
individually addressed using printed adhesive labels derived from
personnel files and produced by the Council's Computer Unit. The forms ..
were delivered to each department, whose administrative officers had
already been advised of their coming and who were responsible for
distribution within their own departments. Forms were returned via

pre—addressed envelopes enclosed with the application forms.

2.5 The matching procedures

The procedures followed for mabching the applicants were similar
in all three schemes. Manual matching was used throughout because,
given that computerised matching is never justified in schemes with a
target,population'of lesg than 5,000, it would have been unrealistie
“(as well as inefficient) to use computerised matching in these
experimental schemes. The location of each applicant's home was
indicated on a 1:50,000 Ordnance Survey map using a pin numbered in ome
of three sequences: red for prospective arivers, yellow for prospective
passengers, and blue either for prospective poolers or for those who had
ticked more than one option (most of whom had ticked all three). When
it appeared that virtually all applications to a scheme had been '
received (i.e. the flow of forms had slowed to a trickle)}, matching
began. Matching proceeded according to compatibility on four criteria:

-a) Compatibility of application type: thus drivers were matched with

passengers, passengers with drivers and poolers with poolers.

b} Compatibility of location: applicants matched with each other
shouid livé close together. Passengers should ideally live nearer
to central Leeds than drivers and close to the.route which the
~@river might be expected to follow.

¢). Compatibility of time: applicants matched with each other should

preferably be wishing to arrive at and leave work at similar times.
Certainly the ranges of arrival and departure times given by each

applicant should overlap. (Though for the purposes of the experiment
this eriterion was relaxed in certain cases - see Section 3.2.3.)

d) Compatibility of smoking habits: applicants' wishes, where

expressed, were respected.
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Fach applicant was taken in turn; his or her potential partners
were identified from the map and listed. ‘Compatiﬁility of times and
smoking habits was then checked, while a further check was made to
ensure +that poolers and applicants prepared both to.drive or ride (both
denoted by the same colour of pin) had not been inappropriately matched.
A 'matching form' (see Appendix D) for each applicant was then filled
out, giving the names, home addresses and departments of prospective
partners. This was posted to the applicant's home address. The onus
of actually contacting the partners lay with the applicant himself; to
claim the proffered incentives, he was instructed to 'register'! his new
. arrangement.on a separate section of the form. This was to be done
when the arrangement had been running for a week, and the signatures of
all the participants were required to prove bona fides. This
registration, which also elicited such details as the number of days
per week on which the arrangement operated and who drove, was to be
returned to the employer's Personnel Department. Pre-addressed

envelopes were .again provided for this purpose.

As noted above, the onus for contacting possible partners and
establishing car—sharing arrangements.lﬁy with the applicants
.themselves., In the case of the L.C.C. scheme, however, a systemaﬁic
procedure of telephone interviews was undertakén with applicants.
Thege served the triple function of obtaining additional information
-about new arrangements, or of learning the reasons for arrangements not
- being established, and (in the earliest stages) of encouraging
applicants to begin making contact with their partners. In the British
Library and Wakefield schemes, no such additional encouragement was

given.

3.  RESULTS

3.1} Components of the monitoring programme

The 'before' survey (and diaries), administered in advance of the
schemes, indicated the existing travelling arrangements made by
employees at the various locations. To permit an individual-level (as
well as an aggrégate—level) appraisal of changes in mode due to the
- YORKSHARE schemes, a gquestion on the application forms asked how the
. applicant currently travelled to work. If the applicant subsequently

entered into an arrangement, his change of mode could thus be traced.
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In the Leeds scheme only, the Ltelephone calls already alluded to gave
information on new arrangements and reasons why other arrangements
failed-to materialise. In January and February 1980, applicants in all
+three schemes were contacted either by telephone or (in Leeds) by means
of a special questionnaire to discover how many had indeed entered into
arrangements. This information helped supplement that already received

by means of the telephone interview and registration forms.

To gain an impression of changes in travel behaviour by employees
as a whole, an 'after' survey is being carried out at Leeds City

. -
Council. )

3.2 Findings

3.2.1 To elarify the different populations and subsets thereof

which are referred to, the following terms héve been used:

Target population: the entire workforee to whom application forms were
sent,

Sampled population: +those covered in the "before' survey (roughly half
of the target population).

Applicants: +those who returned application forms, indicating a wish to
establish a new car—-sharing arrangement or to expand an
existing one.

Participants: +those applicants who subsequently took part in new or

expanded arrangements.

People returning application forms but not wishing to set up or
- expand arrangements, and members of new or expanded arrangements who
did not complete application forms, have not been included in either of

the latter two populations.

3.2.2 Table 2 shows the numbers of applicants and of those
ultimately entering inte arrangements, at each location. Figures fefer
to the situation as at the beginning of March, 1980. A number of

features emerge.

First, the proportion of applicants is highest at Leeds and lowest
-at Wakefield. The foilowing explanations are suggested:
a) The Wakefield workforce is predominantly shop-floor, and may thus
.- ‘be expected to be less responsive to a scheme involving
organisation and form-f£illing. All seven Wakefield applicants
were in fact. office workers. It appears that a substantial number
of .shop-floor workers there had thrown the application forms away

unread.




Té.'ble 2. PERFORMANCE OF THE SCHEMES -~ SUMMARY
Indicator Scheme
W'field ¥ BLL Leeds
Target population ' 890 750 2352
(Forms distributed) (340)
Applicants: |
total T. 3L 159
as % of target ) 0.79 .53 6.76
% of applicants: ' (2.06)
to drive , 43 15 29
to ride . -0 53 33
to pool or multiple application .57 32 38
Matching: '
number matched 3 24 152
as % of applicants 43 71 95
Participants:
number ‘ 3 T L6
as % of applicants 42,86 20.59 28.93
as % of matched . 100 29.2 30.3
as % of target 0.3k 0.93 1.96
(0.88)

* The parenthesised numbers relate to this firm's office staff only (all
applicants came from among the office staff). The unparenthesised
figures relate to the total workforce.
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B) The average journey to work at Wakefield ig shorter than at the
other two locations,this,'together with'therlow_car'ownershipwlevels, may have
led to-a lower interest in the scheme.

¢)  The individually addressed forms at Leeds had more initial impact
and commanded more attention than did the unaddressed forms at
Wakefield or the British Library. The issuing of reminder slips
at Wakefield did nothing to remedy this lack of initial interest.

d) The method for returning completed forms at Wekefield and the
Library was probably unreasonable - partiéularly at Wakefield
where the shop—floor workers could not be expected to be familiar
with internal mail systems. The use of pre—addressed envelopes at
Leeds, however, proved comparatively effective.

e) 'The Leeds scheme had the special incentive of free reserved
parking spaces for carsharers. (Note that the proportion applying
t0o drive is higher at Leeds than at the British Library where -

parking spaces are not at a premium).

A second feature to emerge from Table 2 is the wvarying proportions
of applicants to drive, to ride or to pool at the different sites.
Would-be riders predominate at the British Library, perhaps because the
poor bus service leaves an unsatisfied reservoir of potential
passengers. At Leeds, however, pooling is the most popular option. It
may be that- the parking space incentive is particularly attractive, for
some resason, Lo would—be poblers. (The Wakefield figures are too small

for valid inferences to be drawn.)

Tt is clear from Table 2 that it was possible to match a much
higher proportion of applicants at Leeds than aft the Library, and that
the matching ratio at Wakefield was the lowest. Clearly, this is

related to the number of applicants at each location.

.One can also note from Table 2 that, with the exception of
Wakefield where'the numbers are too small for any inference to be drawn,
the number of participants as a proportion of the number matched is
almost identical - perhaps reflecting the consistency of the matching

procedure.,

Finally, from Table 2, the proportion. of the target population
.Wﬁich eventually became participants in carsharing arrangements varies
from 0.34% at Wakefield to 1.96% in Leeds. This difference reflects

the different application and matching rates at the three sites.




3.2.3 The telephone interview, undertaken at Leeds only, probably
had iittle effect on the participation rate. It was generally found
that the respondent had already either begun an arrangement, rejected
the suggested pértners.as unsatisfactory, or contacted the partners but

failed to set up.an arrangement.

Some respondents asked for names of additional partners (sometimes
explaining that the route which they followed did not take them near
the people with whom they had initially been matched) but in none of
these eases, aé;far'as one can fell, did any actual arrangement ensue.

- Formation of arrangements, when it occurred, appeared to follow quite

. quickly after receipt of matching lists, say within two or three days.

Respondents who had ndt-contacted anyone,-and those who had made
contact but had not formed any arrangement, generally gave explanations.
The most frequently given reasons were that the suggested partners lived
too far away from the respondent or from the route which he followed
into Leeds; also that the times of travel were incompatible. Partners
had been matched according to the times when they vished to travel or,
failing that, the earliest and latest possible times that they could
arrive at or leave work. No indication of this, however, was given on
the matching forms and some respondents appear to have been convinced
that their own work hours were so unusual that no cne else could
possibly travel with them. (In Ffuture schemes it may be advisable to
provide applicants with some reassurance in this respect.) Travel
times appear to be particularly important to prospective carsharers and
it is perhaps significant that in the three instances where the time
compatibility requirements were relaxed during matching, no arrangements

materialised.

Other reasons for non—formation‘of arrangemehts varied. In several_l
cases, either the respondent or his contacts had lost interest; one or
two did not wish to sacrifice their bus season tickets, while three
~.found that their contacts wished to car pool vhereas they themselves
did not. '

It was interesting to note that in only two cases were respondents
--unhappY'about the proposed levels of remuneration. (One thought that
they were too low, the other that they were too high.) One driver
confirmed that the existence-of the recammendationé facilitated raising

the question of payment when an arrangement was being formed.
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Table 3. . SOME DETATLS OF THE SCHEME'S PERFORMANCE
Indicator Scheme
W'!'field| BLL Leeds
Arrangements formed:
total number 1 3 21
number of liftgiving arrangements (one drlver) 0 3 14
number of pooling arrangements
{alternating drivers) 1 0 7
nean number -of applicants per arrangsment 3.0% 2.3% 2.2
mean number Qf members per arrangement ¥#¥ 3.0% b, o 2.6
% of arrangements which are expansions of
pre—existing arrangements 100.0% { 67.0% [ 24.0
Distances to work: (kms)
sample of target population 6.6. 1 1.2 10.9
r
: § all applicants 1o0.2% | 12.3% | 12.3
g |applicants to drive 6.8% | 1L.,5% | 12.8
+ | applicants to ride - i11.2% 9.8
;g<applicants to pool (or multi~application). 12.3% | 11.9%¥ | 13.2
ol
;ﬁ all participants 5.5% | 14 o 9.7
H|participants in liftgiving arrangements - 1L, o% T.h
@ |participants in pooling arrangements 5.5% - 13.8
;Perpentagenmle; .
sample of target population 92 43 60
all applicants 14 53 68
applicants to drive 100%# Lo% 80
applicants to ride - hhy® 3k
applicants to pool (or multl—appllcatlon) T5% go% 83
all participants 6T* 6T 57

¥ NB The small sample sizes make statistiecal inference hazardous.

L This figure includes members of pre—existing arrangements

whiech acquired new members through YORKSHARE
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3.2.4h Tablé 3 gives details of the number and membership of the
car—-sharing arrangements formed. The small numbers involved,
particularly in the Waekefield and Library schemes, make it hazardous
either to compare the localities or to infer any wider trends, but =
deveral features may be noted. First, lift-giving arrangements are
commoner than pooling arrangements. Second, the number of
participants per arrangement rarely exceeds two: clearly, the effect
of meking contacts and of co-ordinating travel times and routes when
there is more tﬁan one partner _is generally thought to outweigh the
financial benefits of having more people among whom to share costs.
Third, the Library and Wakefield arrangements are nearly all expansions
of existing arrangements; at Leeds, on the other hand, sixteen out of

the twenty—one arrangements are completely new.

. In respect of distances to work, applicants to ride live closer to
their workplace than do applicants to drive or to pool. Participants'
work journeys are generally shorter than those of applicants.
(reflecting the difficulty of Ffinding potential partners living close

to. one ancther in the more far-flung localities).

- Participants in pooling arrangements generally travel further than

participants in simple lift-giving arrangements.

Not sufprisingly, the majority of applicants to drive or to pool

are male, whilst the majority of applicants to ride are female.

Table 4 shows the applicaﬁts' previous modes of travel to work.
Four of the 7  Wekefield applicants were solo drivers; only one
pfeviously used public transport. At the British Librasry, in contrast,
- the most common previous mode was car passenger and the second most
-common was accompanied car driver. It would appear that, at the Library,
around T0% of people. interested in car sharing are already car sharing |
in some respect - +their interest in YORKSHARE is as a means of
changing or acquiring additional partners. At Leeds, relatively few
applicants were bringing passengers; most were either solo drivers or
public transport users. Applicants here seem;tb be concerned to

establish new arrangements rather than to extend old ones.

The modal split of applieants will, naturally, be influenced by
the pre—existing modal split of workers at each location. The two
right~-hand columns of Table .4 therefore give the number of applicants
travelling by each mode as a percentage of the number in the target

po@ulation travelling by that mode (these latter figures were estimated
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Table 4. APPLICANTS' MODE OF TRAVEL TC WORK
Modal split (%) Applicants as a %
of the target
population by mode¥
W!field BLL Leeds BLL Leeds
Solo car or motor cyele 57.1 11.8 38.0 2.4 10.5
Car driver with R
passenger /carpool 28.6 32,4 22.3 6.9 g.h
o
Car passenger - 39.7 2.8 2.8 1.0
Public transport 1k.3 16.2 36.8 9.4 6.6
A1l modes 100 100 100 4.5 6.8

¥ Modal splits for the target population have been estimated from the
The Wakefield firm has been omitted.from this section of

samples.
the table. owing to the small number of applicants.
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from the sample data). Compafison of these figures with the harmonic
mean percentages at the bottom of each column reveals which modal
groups are over— or under-represented among the applicants. At the
Library, public transport users and accompanied car drivers seem
particularly likely to apply, whereas solo car drivers seem unlikely
to apply. This finding reinforces the suggestion that at the Library
the YORKSHARE scheme's sppeal has mainly been to people already
carsharing in some way or to those with no car at their digposal, At.
Leedg, in contrast, applications have been particularly forthcoming
from car drivers, whether already carrying passengers or driving alone.
The reserved pafking space may have provided an additional incentive to

Leeds drivers.

Two other, more general, inferences which one may also hazard are
that drivers already bringing passengers are more amenable to the idea
of car—gharing than those driving alone, and that car passengers,

perhaps not surprisingly, are the least interested in applying.

3.2.5 M though the number of actual arrangements formed was small,
the 21 established at Leeds form & sufficient number to allow their
characteristies to be examined and compared. Table 5 attempts to do
this. The information used for this purpose came from various sources :
from telephone interviews, from registration of arrangements to claim
the incentives, and from the follow-up surveys, either by Questionnaire

.or teleyhone.

Table.5 shows the number of arrangements whose members Worked in
separate departments of the Leeds City Council. Whereas 46% of
pre—existing arrangements drew all their members from a single.
department, almost all the new arrangements brought together members
working in separate departments - often in separate bulildings. This

. feature is reinforced in the subsequent secticn of the Table which _
gives.the proportion of arrangements whose members had not known each
other previously. The YORKSHARE scheme appears to have been successful
in drawing together interested people who might not otherwise have met;

-whether such schemes are likely to be permenent in view of the

separation of their members is another question.

Table 5 also shows the financial arrangements operating — namely,
whether car—gharers make regular payments 4o cover costs. Tt appears
that payments were made in about 44% of those lift-giving arrangements
existing prior to the YORKSHARE scheme, but were made in about 86% of
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Table 5. A _COMPARISON OF YORKSHARE AND PRE-EXISTING CAR

SHARING ARRANGEMENTS AT TIEEDS CITY COUNCIL

:Indicator

Pre—existing YORKSHARE
arrangements arrangements (incl.
pre—existing ones
which have acquired
new members via
YORKSHARE
Distribution éf members
proportion of arrangements
having all the mewbers from
the same department hé6% 19%
proportion of arrangements
having over i the members from
the same department# 654 3k
proportion of arrangements
heving less than 3 the members
from the same department 347 67%
Proportion of participants not
previcusly known to one
another -~ 80%
Financial arrangements:
proportion of liftgiving
arrangements involving payment A 86%
proportion of pooling
arrangements involving payment 20'% 50%

# TIncludes arrangements having all members from the same department.




those arrangements brought about by YORKSHARE. This difference
doubtless reflects the greater informality of the pre—existing
arrangements. Perhaps somewhat surprisingly, members of about half the

pocling arrangements deemed payments as necessary.

Peoﬁle who registered car sharing arrangeménts were asked whether
passengers were plcked up at their doors or whether they had to walk to
8 pick-up point either in the street or at the driver's home. Among
those arrangements which resulted from YORKSHARE, it was found that b
passengers were picked up at home, T had to walk to a pick up point in
the street and % had to walk to the driver's home. This willingness of
the passengers to walk some distance ﬁay reflect the fact that many of
them.had'previously been accustomed to walking to & bus stop - or

that drivers are in a stronger bargaining position!

The methods of alternating the use of cars in carpool arrangements
varied and some were quite elaborate. In one, the arrangement for the
following day was settled on the previous day's Journey home, as at
least one member would generally need his car during his work; in
-another, the member who had to. drive further drove on two days a week
and the other on three; in another, one member drove on Mondays and
Fridays and the other on Tuesdays and Thursdays, while on Wédnesdays
both travelled by bus. The obvious—sounding expedient of alternating
cars weekly came to light in only one instance, possibly because the
need for the car at work, or by the spouse at home, made this type of
arrangement unattractive,

3.2.6. The arrangements at BLL and Wakefield can be simply described.
That at Wakefield is an existing carpool which now conveys an extra
passenger who had known both the drivers, though not very closely,
beforehand. She pays the person who is driving and is picked up at the
end of the street where she lives. At the time of writing, the
arrangement has been in operation for over a year in its present form.
0f the three BLL arrangements, on the other hand, two have recently
ended owing to the driver moving to a new job, and the third operates
on an occasional basis only. None were pools - paymenté were made to
the driver. Two of them were additions to existing lift-giving

arrangements.
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Table 6. FORMER MODES OF TRAVEL TO WORK OF PARTICTPANTS
(ALL THREE SCHEMES COMBINED)

Former mode ’ Role of member in the arrangement
Driver Passenger Pooler Any
Solo car driver 11(6L.7) 2(6.3) 5(25.0) | 18(26)
Car driver with passenger 6(35.3) 0 | 0 - 6(9)
Car passénger' ' 0 .7i0*3l.2 0 11(16}
Carpool - 0 0 8%(40.0) 10{1k)
Bus . - 0 115(46.9) | 1(5.0) 16(23)
Train .0 3%(9.4) 1(5.0) 4(6)
' Motor cycle 0 1(3.1) 0 1(1)
Mixed mode (car and
public transport) 0 1(3.1) 5{25.0) 6(9)
Total | 17(100) 32(100) 20(100) 69(100)

Parenthesised figures in each column are percentages.

% fMhege Figures include carsharers who Joined the arrangements
independently of the YORKSHARE scheme.
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3.2.7 Although the former modes of travei of applicants to YORKSHARE

have glready been considered, those of actual participants have not so

far been exsmined. These are shown in Table 6, which incorporates all
participants, whether they joined their arrangements via YORKSHARE or

had been members prior t0 the addition of new members via YORKSHARE. A

number of points emerge. _

a) All drivers in 1lift~giving arrangements had driven previously;
none had changed mode except in the sense that they had acquired
‘passengers. '

_b) ‘The majority of passengers.in liff—giving arrangements had formerly
travelled by bus.

e) . All but two of the poolers had previously driven to work om at
least some occasions. Moreover, 65% were already accustomed to
alternating between driving and riding, either through existing
carpools or through 'mixed mode' travel, partly driving and partly

using public transport.

Tt may be postulated that pooling is perhaps an adaptation to
eircumstances in which the car is not always available (possibly because
other members of the household need it), rather than a conscious attempt

to save running costs.

- 3,3 . Scheme . evaluaticn

The crucial gquestion to be asked of a car-sharing scheme =~ to what extent does

-1t save car Jjourneys or draw passengers away from public transport -
is not easy to answer; the necessary calculations are complicated by
the Tact that several of the arrangements do not operate every day, or
in both ocutward and homeward directions. Moreover, some of the
participants formerly travelled by different modes on different. days.
Taking these variations into account as Bestone can, 1t appears that,
in terms of the Journey to work, the YORKSHARE scheme at Leeds has
effected an average weekly saving in car distance travelled of 3Th kms;
reduced the number of daily bus journeys by 23 (680 passenger kms per
week); and reduced the mmber of daily train journeys by 12
(approximately 788 passenger kms per week). The saving in car distance
travelled would have been greater had it not been for the diversions
necessary to collect passengers, and the fact that some carpoolers,who
formerly used public transporﬁ at least part of the time, now travel by
car exclusively, hence creating additional car mileage. In Leeds the
scheme has eliminated the use of between three and five cars, and there

is an estimated saving of around eight gallons of petrol a week.
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The Wakefield scheme eliminated 50 km of passenger travel by bus
(five return journeys) per week, while the British Library scheme saved
the use of one car and abstracted one bus passenger: a saving of 130
km of car travel and 200 passenger kms by bus weekly. These figures
exclude one arrangement which operates only occasionally, drawing a

further passenger away from the bus for his 40 km daily return trip.

The. direct effects of the YORKSHARE schemes are clearly very
modest. The indirect effects (e.g. the creation of an interest in car
sharing which may result in inereased car sharing, though not via
YORKSHARE, and %he off-peak effects), are not expected to change the
scale of these impacts but their precise nature must await analysis of

the. 'after' survey data.

Given the limited take-up of the schemes as described, can they be
justified in terms of their administrative costs? Clearly, this will
depend upon the extent of promotion and the incentives which are
offered, and who actuslly runs the scheme. In the case of the Leeds
scheme, the various costs came to around 2830, a third of which was
spent on the computer printout of employees' names. As to benefits,
the community saves an average ‘8 gallons of pétrol a week - say up to
£h (exclusive of tax). If the costs are regarded as once-for—-all
expenditure, it would. take four years for the Leeds scheme to bresk
even in cost-benefit terms. This further assumes either that all the
arrangements established through YORKSHARE continue over that period or
that the initial thrust gives rise to a new and continuing interest in
car—sharing which would not have srisen otherwise, Evidence for either
tendency is still awaited. One should, of course, consider such
intangible community benefits as reduced congestion and pollution and
even a reduction in the need for extra buses at peak hours, but the
experience of the present schemes suggests that these will be
negligible. The individuals in the various arrangements presumably
- realise personal benefits of their own - companionship, petrol
savings, less need to wait for buses and the release of their cars -
but whether one is justified in spending £830 upon them will largely

depend upon where the money is coming from.
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L. COMPARISON WITH THE MICROSIMULATION MODEL'S PREDICTIONS
4.1 Background _‘

'As was mentioned in the introduction to this report, one of the
purposes of the experiments was to check the predictions of the
microsimulation model of crganised car-sharing schemes which was
produced under cbntract to T.R.R.L.6 The rigour of the test ism
considerably enhanced in that the microsimulation was calibrated using
a different population from that exposed to the Leeds scheme. and as
some of the microsimulation's résults were controversial, such a check

is particularly®valuable.

L.2 The comparison

Lol The results of the Wakefield or British Library schemes have

not been compared with the microsimulation's predictions because none
of the model's predictions related to sites with similar
characteristics. However, such a comparison was possible with the

Leeds scheme and is presented in Table T.

.The first two colﬁmns of the Table contain model predictions
relating to hypothetical car shafing schemes, designed for workers in
Leédsrwho live within the commuting hinterland of that city.¥ Scheme A
covers about 5,000 people who:work in a small part of the Leeds central
business distriet while Scheme B covers all 21,000 commuters to Leeds
and incorporates the effect of free reserved parking space for
car—-gharers. - To make the comparison between mddel predictions and
actual outcome more valid, those Leeds City Council employees living
outside the étudy area used in the microsimulation study have been
excluded. (In fact, only ten Leeds applicants lived outside this area

and none of them entered into YORKSHARE arrangements.).

— em mm wm mm m wm m e mm mm mm e e e mm mm Re e me Ema M P e e e e e e e e e e = e e

- For a precise definition of the study area and the eligible

population see the appropriate reference 6.
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Table T.

COMPARTSON OF MODEL PREDICTIONS WITH THE

OUTCOME OF THE LEEDS CITY COUNCIL SCHEME

Microsimulation model |YORKSHARE
Hypothetical schemes |Leeds
A B scheme
City centre|With (subset)
workers parking '
incentive
Target population:
Number L 985 21,235 2,300
Mean distance to work (km) 6.0 6.0 10
% solo drivers- 2k.0 24,0 23
% travelling by public transport 48.0 48.0 4o
% drivers nghout free parking space - 50.0 65
% male 51.0 53.0 60
% professional/managerial 33.0 32.0 20
% technical/clerical 35.0 3k.0 79
% shop floor/manual 32.0 34.0 1
% under 30 31.0 32,0 b1
% from car—owning households 60.0 61.0 5
Applicants:
Number 387 2,176 149
As % of target 7.8 10.2 6.5
Mean distance to work (lom) 9.0 9.4 10.0
% previously solo drivers 39.0 28.0 37.0
% previously travelling by
public transport 35.0 45.0 37.0
Applications® (%)
To drive 31.0 28.0 38.0
To ride 38.0 L1.0 ho.o -
To pool 31.0 30.0 22.0
% of applicants matched 79.0 91.0 99.0
Participants:
Number _ Lo 453 46
As % of target 0.8 2.1 2.0
As % of applicants 10.9 21.0 30.8
Mean number per arrangement 2.2 2.3 2.2
Effect on peak-hour travelling:
% reduction in private vehicle Im
per week 0.05 0.1 0.37
% reduction in car park demand 0.12 0.03 0.43
% reduction in public transport
patronage (passenger km per week) 1.0 2.8 2.46

¥ People applying under two or more categorles are regarded as having

made two (or more) applications.
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4.,2.2  Tn meking the comparison one must first note the differences
between the target populations: ' |
- The Leeds scheme is much smaller than either of the modelled
schemes. |
- The Leeds employees are younger;~have.50méwhat longer journeys
to work, have a higher proportion of males and of technical/
clerical grades, but a much lower proportion of shop floor/
manual workers.  The Leeds employééS‘also havé higher
household car availability.
- The mgdal split for work journeys varies; the Leeds target
. population's use.of publie transport is i@w.ér‘ than in either
modelled schsme.' ' ' . ’

- The proportion of Leeds drivers who have preferential parking
space 1s less than that assumed in the corresponding model

scheme B.

These differences between the target populations clearly mean that

the comparison.between the modelled snd real schemes is not perfect.

4.2.3 If the prime indicators. of a scheme's performance are taken to
be the proportion of the target population who participate in it and the
number of arrangements formed then the fit between the model predictions
and the lLeeds scheme is quite remarkable; the parking incentive
prediction (scheme B) suggested that 2.1% of the target population would
become participants and that the mean number of participants per
arrangement would be 2.3. ~The corresponding-figurés for the Leeds

_scheme are 2.0% and 2.2!

h.2.h A closer examinahiom?Zhowever,.suggests=that this fit, though
good, is perhaps less remarkable than: it appears at first sight. The
Leeds gcheme attracted fewer appliecations from the target population
than did either of the modelled schemes. This shortfall, which cannot
be satisfactorily explained in terms of the known différences between

. the target population, was compensated for by & higher rate of-matching

and a greater tendency for arrangements to be set up, once mabtched.
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The Leeds scheme attracted relatively more potential drivers than
did the modelled schemes, particularly scheme B. The results of the
latter - which predicted a high rate of applications to ride and a
correspondingly higher abstraction from public transport - had already
been acknowledged. as paradoxical in a model which wes supposed to be
demonstrating the effect of a parking incentive.  The higher
application rate from Leeds drivers is quite intuitive and the mismatch
may arige from two factors: first, the hypothetical nature of the
survey question upon which' the modelled effect of parking space was
calibrated; anfl second, the model's assumption that only 50% of drivers
were without a pre—existing reserved parking space. In the Leeds scheme .
the figure was 65%, inereasing the number of drivers likély_to_be

.attracted by such an. offer.

The matching systems. used .in the modelled and actual schemes were
not directly comparable. The models used a computerised method, whereas
YORKSHARE's manual approach could become highly persoﬁalised: some
applicants supplied details of thelr routes and matches could be
arranged accordingly. Many of the mabches resulting from this manual
process could never have been produced by any reasonsble computerised 
gystem, and some duly materialised into actual arrangements - a
testament, 1f ever one were needed, to the value of individualised, as
against impersonal, computer matching 'systems, which in any case cannot

easily take route networks. and physical barriers into account.

The effect of the Leedsscheme upon elements of the work journey
transport system is clearly similar in. scale to that predicted by the
model., The main discrepancy is in the reduction in demand for car
parking spaces, but the numbers involved are so small that percentage
changes are bound to fluctuate widely. Especially gratifying is the
- close correspondence in reduction of public transport use, while the
models appear to have slightly under-estimated the savings in private

vehicle mileage.

4.3 Coneclusions on. the comparison

It is clear that the model predictions have, in broad terms, been
borﬁe out in practice. The it between predicted and actual is very
good, but the remarkable correlation in the case of the proportion of
the target population who beécome car sharers is, to some extent, a

. coincidence, "being the result of compensating errors.

I
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

Review of findings

In the three schemes that have, so far, been established, one may
the. following results:

Between 43 and 7% of employees apﬁlied to join the car sharing
schemes.

Less than 2% actually joined schemes as a result of YORKSHARE.

‘Many of the new sharers have  joined pre—existing arrangements.

The British Library site, with its isolated location and poor

public transport might seem to . be an ideal site for car sharing.

In fact it is so ideal that car sharing was already well established
and the YORKSHARE scheme had 1ittle impact.

. The Wakefield firm,with ite high proportion of shop—floor workers,is

not conducive to an organised car sharing scheme and indeed, no
response at all came from that section of the workforce.
Unfamiliarity with form filling and the use of an internal mail
system may have contributed to this. The predaminantly short work
journeys may also have made carsharing not appear to be worthwhile.
The comparative: success of the Leeds scheme is probably due to a

combination of the following factors:

.- the use of individually addressed application forms;

g)

~h)

i)

- the provision of a clear 'channel' for their returng

- the provision of the car parking incentive;

- the large number of employees and their location within
separate departments (increasing the changes of finding a good
potential match among people not known to the respondent).

The fact that, although in separate departments, the target
population were all employees of the same organisation will
have helped foster a feeling of affinity to, and confidence in,
potential partners.

The reduction in use of private cars has been minimal and the

sbstraction of patronage from public transport, though more marked

than reduction.in car use, is not very significant. : .

Most of the passengers in new car sharing arrangements are required

+to walk, either to the driver's home or to some pick up point in

the street.
The majority of new car sharing arrvangements, and even some car

pooling arrangements, involve financial compensation.
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3 Many~§f the arrangéménts operaté on less than five days a week and,
in the case of pools, the-pattérn of altérnating the driving is
often guite complex.

k) There.is_evidenée that ear pooling is frequently an expedient to
circumvent. car availability constraints rather than an attempt to
cut costs.

1) Manual matching appears to have been greatly superior to computer
methods. AL least two arrangements would never have been matched
had the usual computerised matching routines been followed.

m)  Telephone ghcouragements were probably only of limited value in
inducing applicants to contact each other.

n) Recommended levels of remuneration were fdund useful, and very few

applicants appeared to disagree with them. I

o) Reserved car parking spﬁce appeared to be quite effective as an
incentive to car share.

p) Once applicants received their matching lists, the major
constraints against forming arrangements appeared to be
considerations of distance and (particularly) travel times. Tt may
be helpful, vhen matching applicants, to-tell them what time their
potential partners are able to travel.

a) Tt would be almost impossible to overstress the need for enthusiasm
and imagination on-the .employer's part, coupled with the interest

and co—opération of the staff and unions involved.

5.2 Conclugions

The predictions of the microsimulation models have been porne out
in practice - +viz organised car sharing schemes do not attract
sufficient: interest from the populations involved to have a significant
impact on modal splits, congestion-or vehicle miles travelled. The main
impact is, in fact, a slight reduction in public transport usage. A '
major reagon for the modest impact of organised car sharing schemes is

that most potential cer sharers are slresdy carsharing!

Unless the impacts. of schemes can be magnified or localised so as
to allow savings in. the provision of ceanventional public transport, the -

benefits of car sharing schemes will be confined to the participants.
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The experience of orgenising the YORKSHARE schemes has made it
possible-to point to a number of site characteristics, work force-
characteristics and organisational procedures which can significantly

affect the performance of car sharing schemes.

Several aspects of organised car sharing remain to be studied: the
effect of changes in pesk mode upon off-peak travel¥, (for instance
through making the car available for other members of the househdld);
the durability of the arrangements which were set up through YORKSHARE#*,
the feasibility and effectiveness of a scheme aimed at a residential ares
‘rather than at an individual workplace*. - Other areas of research include
possible means of improving'the present poor performance of do-it-
yourself schemes (for instance, of the 'pigeon—~hole' variety); the
provision‘of more novel forms of ineentive (for instance, the right to
use bus—only lanes)*¥; +the establishment of schemes specially designed
to feplace poorly used bus services and (perhaps allied with this), the

development of vanpooling.

* Now being studied at the Institute for Transport Studies

*% Uhder.investigation by G.L.C.
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Appendix A: Interview Form for Before Survey.
_ : namber

1 Dﬁring the ;past two months what:-has been your usual method of travel TO work?

N ‘ drive car

. drive car with . share car - walk/ S
alone ‘passengers  driving passenger bus train “bicycle other
16 ) I 1)) (3) 4) (5) ‘ (6) ' (7) (8)

1a how many passengers? '

ib ‘ how many passengers from your household'?

1c how many passengers from your workplace‘?

2. Durmg that same ‘period of time what has been your usual method of travel FROM work?
drive car

drive car with share car ' : walk/
alone passengers  driving passenger . bus train bicycle other
(1} (2) (3) -{4) {9). ®w - (N - A8) .
2a how man¥ passengers? ,
2b o how many from your household?
2c * —how many from your workplace?

3 During: these last two monihs on how many days have you travelled to or from work by
- some other means? (for any reason) ............... evemanns days
(once a week =8 days) '

_ driving alone . 1 - cerrenans .. ¥TS.
riding as a passenger .
4 How long bave you been travelling by public transport to work.
' , lwa]king/ cycling . .
ete. ‘ . +osomnths,

5 (Apart from picking up/dropping passengers) How often do you not travel dlrectly home
from work? (eg. shopping, pub)

everyday twice a week once a week once a fortnight/ rarely ,‘

(1) (2) (3) (4
6 Do you work variable shifts? yes | no
_ (1) If yes go to Q. 18 - (2)

7 —'Wi_lat time do you normally arrive at work?
8 —What time do you normally leave work?

9 —How often do you start or finish. at least 10 minutes earlier or later than average?

twice a week once a week once a fortnight rarely
- (1) (2) (3) S €)'
10 —On average, how long does it take you to get to work? (mins) '

i1 —How often does this time vary by more than 5 mins?

daily - twice a week once a week once a foi‘tnight/rareiy
(1) (2) (3) 4) :
12 —On average how Iong does it take you to get from work‘? {mins)

13 —How often does this tlme vary by more than 5 mins?

daily _ twice a week onceaweek = oncea fortmght/rarely ‘
- @y - (3) ' (4)
14 -—Are you entifled to work flexitime? If no go to guestion 17
yes no
(1} o ' (2}

15a Given your home circumstances, what is the eqrliest time you could set off for work? _
15b Given your home circumstances, what is the lalest time you could set off for work‘?

16a Given your home circumstances, what is the earliest time you could arrive home from
work"
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Appendix B: The 'YORKSHARE' Logo.




Appendix C: YORKSHARE application form.

As you mey know your employer is participating in the 'ITS YORKSHARE'
share-a-ride scheme.® The idea of the scheme is to find out how many
employees are interested in giving or receiving lifts to work. Those who
are interested would be given the names of others who live near them in
order that they might come to some mutually profiteble arrangement for
sharing their journeys to and/or from work. '

The following reasons may persuade you to take part in the scheme:

‘For Potentisale.Drivers

1. Cost Savings - If you currently drive to work you are probably
spending over £250 a year on car running costs for
the journey to work. The law and most insurance
companies now allow you to get a contribution towards
this cost from your passengers (advice will be given
as to the amount that you could reasonsbly charge).

2. Spec1al Incentives are being arranged for car sharers - see atbached
: notlce.

For Potential Passengers

1. Personal Convenience and cost savings - If you feel that your
present method of transport is unable to provide
you with a cheap, fast and comfortable journey to
work, it may be better for you to travel as a car
passenger.

2. Family Convenience - If you currently drive to work perhaps someone
else in your household would be able to use the
family car if you 4id not have to use it week-in
and week—out.

3. Special incentives are being arranged for car sharers - see attached
notice.

Applications to join the scheme will be sorted and lists sent out to
those taking part showing the names, addresses etc. of those of their fellow
employees ‘who live near them and with whom they might profitably share
their journey to work. Note that, apart from these lists of names addresses
etc. no personal information w111 be circulated and none whatever will be
passed on to anyone outside the scheme.

If you are interested in teking part in the scheme please fill in the
form overleaf and return it to the personnel department as soon as possible.

Act now - You have nothing to lose!

¥* Organised by the Institute for Transport Studies {ITS),
Leeds University, with help from the West Yorkshire County Council.



INSURANCE - BSBPECIAL ©NOT ICE

Almost all insurance companies have, since autumn 1978, allowed drivers
to accept contributions towards running costs from their passengers.

Although this new policy is already in operation, many drivers have not
vet been notified of this fact by their insurers. The insurance companles
will be notifying their clients during 1979 - as and when policies come up
for renewal. . B

Drivers who have not yet received this notification should contact their

insurers direct before accepting any payment from passengers.

-

SPECIAL INCENTTIVES

A. For members of all LCC car sharing arrangements reglstered* with
ITS YORKSHARE:

free parking spaces are being reserved in the new Portland Place
car park {spaces limited so hurry!)

substantial discounts (up to 40%) have been arranged with the
following local traders: National Tyre Service.

B. For all LCC employees:

Shell (UK) Limited have kindly donated £200 which is to be offered

. in a series of prize draws. Winners will be chosen at random from
among those (ridesharers or not) who help ITS YORKSHARE by answering
a series of guestions about their household travel patterns,¥¥

* To register an existing car shéring arrangements with ITS YORKSHARE
the driver (or nominated driver) should complete Section A on the
back of his copy of this form. '

.New car sharing arrangements, which are formed as a result of ITS
YORKSHARE's matching service, can be registered as soon as they are
formed.

N.B. Allocation of parking spaces will not begin until new car
sharers have had an opportunity to register.

¥¥  If you wish to have your name put_forward-for this prize draw please
complete Section B on the back of this form.




Appendix D: The Matching Form.

Dear

Thank you for your application to Join the ITS YORKSHARE scheme,
Section A overleaf is a list of those of your fellow employees who live
near you and who would like to share their journey to work with you.

Please contact them as_soon as possible to discuss arrangements for sharing.

The law and virtually all insurance companies* have, since October
1978, allowed drivers to receive a contribution towards car running costs
from their passengers provided that the combined contributions do not
result in a profit. To be sure of this you should not exceed the following
retes per wmile:

for a car with one passenger the paésenger should pay 3p per mile;

for a car with two passengers the passenger should pay 2p per mile
each; : :

for a car with three passengers the passengers should paylip per mile
each. '

(Rates based on current running costs for an average car).

We recommend that drivers and passengers agree a rate between themselves
right from the outset.

Yours sincerely,

Rber Ppnsall

P.S8. In order that you can qualify for the special incentives and privileges
mentioned in the previous letter your carsharing arrangement must be
registered with ITS YORKSHARE. When it has been operating for one week
the driver (or a nominated driver if there are more than one) should
complete Section B on the back of his copy of this form and return it
to the Personnel Depertment. Section A should be retained by you in
case you want to find another driver or passenger at a later date.
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* Insurance compenies will be informing their clients of this change
during 1979. Individu&l notification will occur as and when policies
come up for renewal. If you have not yet received notification from
your insurers you should contact them direct before accepting any
payment from passengers.
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